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INTRODUCTION 
Educators in the United States are largely in agreement on the funda­
mental aims of education for all American youths. These aims are explicitly 
stated in the famous seven cardinal principles of secondary education in 
1918 and the ten imperative needs as set forth by the Educational Policies 
Commission of the National Education Association in 1944 (23). 
Educators have been concerned with problems of pupil promotion, 
retention and grouping. As the American public schools are dedicated to 
educate every boy and girl irrespective of their abilities these problems 
become even more accute. Four of the most modern grouping patterns to 
emerge from this era were team teaching, flexible scheduling or modular 
scheduling, the middle school concept, and nongrading. 
A predominantly large number of nongraded elementary schools today 
practice the levels program. In this form of nongrading, pupils are 
placed in class groups according to some achievement criteria. The use of 
reading levels rather than grade levels as a basis for determining pupil 
assignments and progress in reading is essential in Goodlad's (33) 
conceptual model of nongradedness. The emphasis is placed upon criterion-
referenced standards rather than norm-referenced standards (31). 
A second form of nongrading is the multi-age grouping. In this 
program classes are organized on the basis of planned heterogeneity instead 
of planned homogeneity. This plan enhances individualization of instruction 
because the teacher is made aware of the differences of children in his 
class. In the multi-age group a child may read a third-grade reader, do 
fourth-grade mathematics, and play with the second graders. In other words 
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the child's academic achievement is independent of his emotional maturity 
and social needs. On the other hand, in the levels program, the teacher may 
tend to teach group norm, thus nongrading could become another form of 
ability grouping. The only difference being that levels replace the grade, 
the curriculum is broken into smaller units, and the level norm takes 
place of the grade norm. 
Purpose of the Study 
School administrators are cautious about introducing innovations, 
they want some assurance of the effectiveness of these innovations. 
Generally speaking, the effectiveness is interpreted in terms of some 
overt performance, such as pupil achievement. Nongrading is now 
experimental in many elementary schools all over the nation. Whether this 
kind of organization improves and enhances learning opportunities for the 
elementary school children is the central concern for educators as well as 
parents. This study is an attempt to provide some evidence relevant to 
this problem. 
The Problem 
The present study was designed to investigate the relationship 
between organizational structure and pupil achievement in an experimental 
nongraded elementary school. To achieve this goal, three groups of pupils 
in the traditional graded plan were selected to compare with the equivalent 
age groups in a nongraded plan. The selected sample of pupils from the 
nongraded school was compared with a sample of pupils from the graded 
school. The Stanford Achievement Test was used in both pretest and 
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posttest as the measuring instrument for all pupils included in this study. 
There were three classes in the experimental group, and three in the 
control group. Three test batteries were given to the three classes in 
both groups, comparisons of the means on each subtest of the batteries 
were computed in order to find differences in achievement. 
Questionnaires on the nongraded school, based on a five-point scale 
ranging from strongly disagree to strongly agree, were mailed to the 
parents of the experimental groups. This questionnaire was designed to 
ascertain parental reactions toward the nongraded plan and their opinions 
about their children's progress under this type of school organization. 
The specific objectives of this study were: 
1. To compare the effectiveness of the experimental nongraded 
elementary school with the traditional graded school in terms 
of pupil achievement in various subject areas as measured by 
the Stanford Achievement Test. 
2. To ascertain the acceptance of the continuous progress 
program in the nongraded school by parents and their 
attitudes toward their children's progress. 
Rationale 
The need for effective instructional and administrative procedures 
is evident due to the Procrustean standards and lock-step procedures 
inherent in the graded structure. The anachronistic nature of the graded 
schools is in direct opposition of the modem day child development 
theories. Actually, ever since the establishment of the graded schools 
for over a hundred years ago, educators have been modifying the graded 
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structure by various plans. The central issue here is should children 
today be forced to fit into the long-established and generally accepted 
pattern of graded structure or should the organizational structure of the 
elementary school be changed in order to adapt to individual variations in 
ability, interests and needs. 
Principle 7 in the Declaration of the Rights of the Child, adopted 
by the United Nations General Assembly on November 20, 1959, stated (61) 
"The child is entitled to receive education, which shall be 
free and compulsory, at least in the elementary stages. He shall be 
given an education which will promote his general culture, and 
enable him on a basis of equal opportunity to develop his abilities, 
his individual judgment, and his sense of moral and social 
responsibility, and to become a useful member of society. 
The best interests of the child shall be the guiding principle 
of those responsible for his education and guidance; that 
responsibility lies in the first place with his parents. 
The child shall have full opportunity for play and recreation, 
which should be directed to the same purposes as education, society 
and the public authorities shall endeavor to promote the enjoyment 
of this right." 
The complex task of educating the young is a joint responsibility 
of the home and the school. Children's readiness for school is influenced 
by both their innate abilities and environmental factors. Goodlad and 
Anderson (37) drew a few generalizations from the data they collected on 
elementary pupils. The mental age range of the six-year-olds entering the 
first grade is about four years, and this initial spread in readiness to 
leam begins to approximate the achievement range soon after they are 
exposed to school instruction. Also the spread in achievement in the 
various subject areas grows greater for each pupil. 
The spread in average achievement in the elementary school class 
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exceeds slightly the number of the grade level. For instance, the spread 
in achievement is more than three years in a third-grade class, four in a 
fourth-grade class, five in a fifth-grade and so on. By the time of 
junior high school years, this overall spread is about two-thirds the mean 
age of the grade-group. In other words, the spread in achievement is 
from the third grade to the eleventh for the twelve-year-olds in the 
seventh grade (35). Few pupils maintain the same grade-level achievement 
in all subject areas, differences occur from subject area to subject 
area. In a heterogeneous group, the range of intra-individual differences 
roughly approximates the grade level. Therefore for pupils in the third 
grade, the range of reading achievement may be three or more years. 
The problem of trait variability is further complicated by the fact 
that children advance irregularly, this problem becomes more compelling as 
they enter high schools. 
The central task of the educators is to seek means to meet the 
implications for schooling introduced by individual variability. It seemed 
to the investigator that the first step toward the road of reform was for 
the adult population, teachers as well as parents, to abandon their grade 
norm expectations from the youngsters. Children are bom different and 
unequal, the adults should not demand uniform performance and impose rigid 
expectations from these individuals. The next step involved a close 
examination of existing curriculum and instructional procedures. 
Hypotheses 
1. There is no significant difference in pupil achievement between 
the means of experimental group and the control group as measured by the 
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Stanford Achievement Test, Primary I Battery, in the subject areas of Word 
Reading, Paragraph Meaning, Vocabulary, Spelling, Word Study Skills and 
Arithmetic. 
2. There is no significant difference in pupil achievement between 
the means of experimental group and the control group as measured by the 
Stanford Achievement Test, Primary II Battery, in the subject areas of 
Word Meaning, Paragraph Meaning, Spelling, Word Study Skills, Language, 
Arithmetic Computation, Arithmetic Concepts, and Science and Social Studies 
Concepts. 
3. There is no significant difference in pupil achievement between 
the means of experimental group and the control group as measured by the 
Stanford Achievement Test, Intermediate I Battery, in the subject areas of 
Word Meaning, Paragraph Meaning, Spelling, Word Study Skills, Language, 
Arithmetic Computation, Arithmetic Concepts, Arithmetic Applications, 
Social Studies, and Science. 
4. There is no significant difference in parental attitudes toward 
nongraded school organization and pupil progress when compared by occupa­
tion, age, and educational level. 
Assumptions 
The investigator made the following assumptions; 
1. That the Stanford Achievement Test should give a reasonably 
reliable measurement on pupil achievement. 
2. That differences in achievement will not be completely 
eliminated, but the range in actual achievement will not be as great when 
individualized instruction is provided to meet the needs of individual 
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pupils. 
3. That the fifteen variables included in the questionnaire mailed 
to the parents of the pupils in the nongraded school could reveal infor­
mation regarding their attitudes toward the nongraded school and pupil 
progress. 
4. That the neutral category included in the questionnaire would 
allow the parents to make free choices in answering the items, and the 
space provided for remarks and suggestions may illicit some true reactions 
toward the continuous progress program in each individual case. 
Definitions 
In order to clarify the meanings of some of the terms used in this 
study, the following definitions were made: 
1. Experimental groups referred to primary III, Primary IV, and 
primary V in an elementary school so organized that grade lines wera 
removed and continuous progress plan was practiced. 
2. Nongraded pupils referred to pupils in a primary unit which 
designated the number of years they have been enrolled in school, the 
pupils progressed through a number of achievement levels at their own 
rate of speed. 
3. Control groups referred to grades two, three and four in the 
traditional graded elementary school. 
4. Graded pupils referred to pupils attending the graded school 
in which pupils were placed according to chronological age and were 
promoted or retained on an annual basis. 
5. Pupil achievement referred to the scores earned by pupils in 
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Word Meaning, Paragraph Meaning, Spelling, Word Study Skills, Language, 
Arithmetic Computation, Arithmetic Concepts, Arithmetic Applications, 
Social Studies, and Science as measured by a nationally standardized 
achievement test. 
6. Multiple grouping referred to the practice in the nongraded 
structure which allowed the pupils to receive instruction in another room 
under another teacher at their level of ability in reading or mathematics. 
7. Instructional practices referred to the grouping practices, 
teaching methods and instructional materials, and the evaluation methods 
used by elementary school teachers. 
Delimitations 
1. The teacher variable was not controlled due to the fact that the 
teachers in the experimental school were volunteers, albeit these teachers 
were selected from the teachers in the Ames school district. 
2. Although the experimental groups and the control groups were 
matched on previous class mean achievement scores and parental socio­
economic level, local conditions did not permit the investigator to select 
the control groups based on criteria such as sex, age intervals, and 
intelligence. The findings of the study can apply only to Ames school 
district or a comparable school district. 
3. The Stanford Achievement Test did not discriminate very well for 
the superior students, thus effecting the gain socres for these pupils 
since they scored at the top. The range of individual differences were 
reduced. As a result the reliability will be lower. How much lower 
cannot be determined without computing a within grade reliability estimate. 
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This problem becomes even more serious for those pupils who took the 
Primary I Battery as the posttest in May, 1969, for this test battery is 
normed for the middle of grade 1 to the middle of grade 2. Again the 
standardized tests in the market today are geared to grade norms, 
consequently they are not ideally suited for pupils in the continuous 
progress program. 
4. The nongraded plan has been in effect for one year only, there­
fore the findings of this study should be considered tentative. 
Organization of the Study 
The material presented in this study has been divided into six 
chapters. The first chapter included the problems inherent in the 
graded elementary school structure, the two common forms of nongrading, 
the purpose of the study, the problem and specific objectives of this 
study, rationale, hypotheses, basic assumptions, definitions of terms 
used, and delimitations of this study. The second chapter was an assess­
ment and summarization of publications and research studies relevant to 
the nongraded school organization. Contained in the third chapter were 
the methodology and design for the study. The fourth chapter presented 
the findings, the fifth chapter discussed the findings and their 
implications, and the last chapter of this study was a summary. 
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REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
The present day graded elementary school dated back to the nineteenth 
century, when Quincy Grammar School adopted a graded system in 1848 (59). 
The trend of the grading of elementary schools was confined to the cities, 
most of the nation's children were educated in the one-room ungraded rural 
schools (25). Gradually the Quincy Grammar School established the graded 
pattern which is prevalent today. In the nineteenth and early twentieth 
centuries there were a number of attempts to modify the graded school 
system. The St. Louis Plan (1870) introduced the six week interval 
instead of the year by year graded structure (59). The Pueblo Plan 
(Colorado) provided multiple track system in which each pupil was 
encouraged individual progress, this plan was instigated by Superintendent 
Preston W. Search in 1888 (25, 60). The Cambridge Plan (1893) and Port­
land, Oregon, Plan (discontinued in 1915) both permitted the bright 
students to complete a nine year program in as few as seven years basing 
on a double-track system. The Batavia Plan (1910), North Denver Plan 
(1910), and Santa Barbara Concentric Plan (1920) all tried to make 
provisions for individual differences within the framework of a graded 
structure (7). The Dalton Plan and Winnetka Plan in 1920 provided 
individual and group activities for school children, and utilized an 
individualized task approach to help pupils with varying abilities 
(25, 59). 
The Nongraded School 
The nongraded school actually started with the plan introduced at 
Western Springs, Illinois in 1934 (72). The Milwaukee school district 
adopted the nongraded plan in 1942 and it is still in operation today 
(53). Goodlad and Anderson (37) made a survey and concluded that there 
were several hundred nongraded schools operating in about 40 to 50 
communities during 1957-58 school year. More recently McLoughlin compiled 
a directory of some 362 nongraded schools in the United States and Canada 
as of August 1967 (57). Austin and Goodlad (6, 33) reported reduced 
tensions in students, increased teacher awareness of student individuality, 
community involvement and parental understanding of the school in the 
nongraded system. Kennedy (54) reported that teachers were free from the 
fear of encroaching on materials normally reserved for the next grade. 
Studies conducted in Milwaukee and Appleton, Wisconsin (1, 5) 
revealed that nongraded schools were slightly superior to the graded 
schools in pupil achievement and personality adjustment. The two studies 
conducted by the New York State Department of Education on the effects of 
interage grouping on achievement and behavior in the Plainedge public 
schools revealed no significant differences between the interage 
experimental groups and the regularly organized classes (75, 76). 
The essence of the nongraded school organization lies in the 
individualization of instruction, instead of forcing the pupils to adjust 
to the prescribed curriculum, the curriculum is being adjusted to meet the 
individual pupils according to their abilities, needs and interests. 
This involves a thorough analysis of the individual by the teacher in 
order for him to prescribe the appropriate instructional program for each 
pupil. Goodlad and Anderson (37, p. 52) stated the following on the 
nongraded school: 
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"The nongraded school is designed to implement a theory of 
continuous pupil progress: since the difference among children are 
great and since these differences cannot be substantially modified, 
school structure must facilitate the continuous educational progress 
of each pupil. Some pupils, therefore, will require a longer period 
of time than others for achieving certain learnings and attaining 
certain developmental levels." 
The authors based their model of the nongraded school on reading 
levels. In the levels program, the pupils progress through the levels 
when they meet the required skills and understanding in each given level. 
The primary unit usually comprises kindergarten through grade three, and 
the intermediate unit comprises grade four through six. In actual 
practice, there are many variations and each school adopts the nongraded 
structure within the framework of local conditions (9, 24, 32, 66). The 
key point is flexibility, in this plan, a bright youngster may finish the 
primary unit in three years, and an average child finishes the program 
in four years, and the slow child may take five years to complete the 
levels. 
Dufay (24) described how the ungraded elementary school met the needs 
of the gifted, the average and the slow learners. He emphasized inter-
age grouping, team teaching, and flexible scheduling. Glogau and Fessel 
(32) gave a detailed account of the nongraded primary school in its first 
year of operation. Smith (66) gave another working guide to nongraded 
elementary school organization. All the above mentioned books were 
dealing with the step-by-step procedures in transforming the graded school 
into a nongraded one, complete with schedules, sample report cards, 
questionnaires, sample curriculum and evaluation forms etc. These authors 
were all advocates of the nongraded primary school, and claimed good 
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results without increased cost. It should be noted that the authors of 
these books are administrators who developed the programs at the schools 
in which they worked. 
Beggs and Buffie's (9) book consisted of a number of reports of the 
nongraded schools in different parts of the country, the sketchy 
descriptions gave the reader some idea about the approaches and conceptual 
models adopted by these schools. 
One does not have to look far to find criticisms of the nongraded 
schools. Norin (58) wrote that although the nongraded program allowed 
flexibility, it also ran the risk of becoming another form of achievement 
grouping. Critics asserted that in this plan level standards replaced 
the grade standards, and it was actually another form of ability grouping. 
The levels can be more rigid than the grade standard because the curriculum 
has been atomized to even smaller units (68, 73). 
There was also the criticism that many nongraded programs involved 
only organizational change and overlooked curricular revision (55). 
Frazier (30) pointed out that too often nongrading resulted in the 
modification of only one dimension, namely, rate of learning. 
The nongraded structure features interclass and intergrade ability 
grouping in subjects such as reading and arithmetic, whereas the graded 
structure features intraclass ability grouping. Consequently the 
differences between the two is not of kind but a difference in degree (38). 
Ability Grouping 
Research studies revealed that ability grouping is effective in 
promoting academic achievement provided that curricular content is 
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enriched and provides for the range of individual variability. Merely 
creating homogeneous groups does not significantly reduce the range of 
variability nor the students will benefit from such classroom. 
Differentiated teaching procedures and differentiated content should be 
the bases for establishing classroom groups. Ability grouping, class size 
and many other problems of classroom organization cannot be treated apart 
from the problems of curriculum and instruction (8, 43, 44). 
Professor Borg's (11) study on ability grouping in the Utah public 
schools was broad in scope and revealed some insights which are worth men­
tioning here. The purpose of his study was to find out the differences of 
an ability grouping system that differentiated the curriculum mainly by 
adjusting the rate of presentation of curricular materials, and a random 
grouping system that differentiated the curriculum mainly through the use 
of enrichment on elementary, junior high school and high school pupils. 
The sample comprised approximately 4,000 pupils, and research data were 
collected over a four-year period in order to appraise the long term 
effects of the two grouping patterns. On the elementary level, the 
conclusion was that there was no difference between ability grouping with 
acceleration and random grouping with enrichment for all ability levels of 
elementary school pupils. When the ability levels were treated separately, 
the superior pupils showed a slight gain in ability grouping, and the slow 
pupils fared slightly better in random grouping. The achievement results 
for the average pupils did not favor either grouping treatment. On the 
junior high school level, ability grouping seemed to lead to greater 
achievement in mathematics for the superior students and greater science 
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achievement among the average pupils. The differences between the two 
grouping treatments tended to favor random grouping in mathematics and 
science for the slow pupils. A large section of this study was devoted 
to the personality factor involved in ability grouping. The results seemed 
to point out the fact that ability grouping may be educationally sound and 
effective for the pupils but it also gave rise to psychological problems 
for the less academically gifted pupils. Here the value system comes 
into the picture. Educators of different orientations may very well 
draw their own conclusions from the findings of this research study. 
Ability grouping led to significant achievement gains for the 
superior students, especially on the junior high school and high school 
le\els, however, these differences were not large. When self-concept and 
personality variables were taken into account, the situation became much 
more complex. Considering the overall pattern of differences, it would 
seem that ability grouping had a slight advantage for the average students 
in areas of achievement and study methods. Research studies seemed to 
indicate that heterogeneous grouping provided better environment for the 
slow pupils (14, 16, 27, 74). 
Nonpromotion in the Elementary School 
There is no dearth of materials concerning the effects of nonpromotion 
in the elementary school. An overwhelming majority of the research 
studies reviewed by the investigator pointed out the futility of non-
promotion practice on the elementary school level. Saunders (64, p. 29) 
summed up by stating: 
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"It may be concluded that Tionpromotion of pupils in elementary 
schools in order to assure mastery of subject matter does not often 
accomplish its objective. Children do not appear to leam more by 
repeating a grade but experience less growth in subject matter 
achievement than they do when promoted. Therefore a practice of 
nonpromotion because a pupil does not leam sufficient subject 
matter in the course of a school year, or for the purpose of 
learning subject matter, is not justifiable." 
The nonpromotion rates vary among cities and states in this country, 
ranging from 2 to 16 percent. On the whole, the rates of nonpromotion is 
decreasing, and nonpromotion rates are higher for boys and that they are 
higher in the first grade than in succeeding grades. Achievement is not 
substantially improved by nonpromotion, it often tends to affect the pupils 
adversely on personality and adjustment. Also high rates of nonpromotion 
do not reduce the variability of achievement within any grade level 
(17, 49, 34). Akridge (3) found that average pupil achievement was higher 
in schools which had low nonpromotion rate. CoffieId and Blommers (21) 
found no differences in their future achievement between matched groups 
of failed and promoted pupils. Clark (20) took a different view in 
approaching this problem, he raised the possibility that nonpromotion 
could be the result of emotional problems rather than the cause. He 
found in his study of 83 retained elementary pupils, 80 to 90 percent of 
them had some emotional problems. Most of his subjects came from average 
socio-economic backgrounds and had average intelligence. He attributed 
low achievement by the first and second graders to immaturity and over-
protection. In the upper grade group, he found feelings of insecurity, 
hostility and sibling rivalry among these children. It is evident that 
these research studies cited above consistently pointed out the fact that 
slow progress children do not benefit from nonpromotion neither 
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educationally nor psychologically. It should also be made clear that 
these significant differences were partially counterbalanced by certain 
significant differences favoring the nonpromoted individual pupils. 
Therefore blanket promotion policy is not the ultimate solution to this 
problem, although liberal promotion policy seems to be the more defensible 
one. To promote or not to promote? Goodlad (34) tried to give some 
answers; he suggested that individual child should be considered on the 
basis of his all-around development in the decision making process. He 
also urged that subsequent provision should be given to meet the needs of 
slow-learners whether they are promoted or retained, and a closer examina­
tion of the curriculum be made. However, he stated that neither promotion 
nor nonpromotion is the permanent solution, here he brought out the 
doctrine of the nongraded school. In the nongraded organization, the 
continuous progress plan allows the pupils to leam at their own rate of 
speed (35). The use of reading levels rather than grade levels as a 
basis for determining pupil assignments and progress in reading is 
essential in Good lad's (37) conceptual model of nongradedness. Goodlad 
(36) later lamented that school administrators and teachers mistook the 
nongraded organizational plan as the old practices of inter-class achieve­
ment grouping. He thought that this could be attributed to the fact 
that elementary school teachers have been using reading levels as a basis 
of grouping pupils all along. He pointed out that researchers failed to 
see that nongrading is a vertical school organization, it has little to 
do with the conventional homogeneous inter-class grouping practices. 
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Pupil Achievement in Nongraded Elementary School 
About half of the 33 research studies assessed the influence of non-
grading on reading achievement, 25 percent looked at its influence on 
arithmetic performance, 11 percent of the studies on language arts, and 
9 percent on total achievement scores of the pupils. Research evidence is 
inconclusive but seems to indicate that nothing is lost by having children 
attending nongraded schools (57). Educators want to know the effective­
ness of nongradedness on academic achievement, due to the heavy concentra­
tion of research studies in the areas of reading and arithmetic, little 
is known of the influence of nongrading in other areas. Therefore 
generalizations cannot be drawn about the effectiveness of the nongrading 
on various academic areas. The diversification of research findings does 
not permit the educators to make a simple choice of nongrading all 
elementary schools or abandon the whole concept of nongrading. 
On reading achievement, the research studies were almost equally 
divided with half of the studies (19, 26, 45, 46, 75) showing no 
significant differences between the nongraded and graded classes, and the 
remaining half slightly favoring the nongraded classes (5, 10, 40. 4I, 48). 
Hillson, Ingram, Skapski (41, 47, 65) all reported no differences found 
favoring either of the graded or nongraded schools. 
On arithmetic achievement, pupils from graded classes appeared to 
have slight edge over pupils from nongraded classes (2, 15, 26, 29, 39, 62). 
Buffie, Chastain, and Yerry and Henderson (13, 19, 75) reported no 
significant difference on arithmetic achievement scores between the 
graded and nongraded classes. Examining the arithmetic subtests. 
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Enevoldsen (26) further indicated that the graded classes were superior 
to the nongraded classes in arithmetic reasoning subtest only. 
The language arts studies showed no differences between the two 
groups of pupils (2, 18, 26, 38, 75) Buffie and Ingram (13, 47) reported 
differences favoring the nongraded classes and Carbone (15) found the 
contrary to be true. 
Enevoldsen, Howell, Yerry and Henderson (26, 46, 75) found no 
differences on the total achievement scores between the graded and non-
graded classes. Other research studies seemed to support these findings 
(13, 15, 29). 
Parent Reaction to Nongraded School 
Educators are generally cautious about introducing innovations in 
educational practice, the administrators know that the success of their 
programs depends largely on public support and understanding. 
There are some studies which included parental response to 
the nongraded school, generally parents tended to approve the nongraded 
organization regardless of its form; whether multigrouping or ability 
grouping is practiced (5, 18, 38, 40, 42, 46, 47, 48, 53). 
Evaluation Instruments 
Commercially devised standardized tests were used in all of the 
systematic research studies in measuring pupil achievement. Five kinds 
of achievement tests were utilized by the researchers; the California 
Achievement Test by Bockrath, Enevoldsen, Hart, Howell, Yerry and 
Henderson (10, 26, 39, 46, 75), California Reading Test by Hopkins and 
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Jaquette (45, &8), the Iowa Test of Basic Skills by Buffie, Carbone, and 
Provus (13, 15, 62), and the Stanford Achievement Test by Chace, Foshay, 
Hillson, Ingrain, and Skapski (18, 29, 41, 47, 65). 
The questionnaire survey type of instrument was used by researchers 
to ascertain parent reaction toward the nongraded program. Various items 
were used in these questionnaires, they usually questioned the parents on 
their attitudes toward the nongraded structure per se, school provisions 
for individual needs, social development, placement, and interests in 
reading. They also asked the parents to respond on questions concerning 
child's progress, social development, and attitude towards school, and 
helpfulness at home. 
Summary 
This chapter described the background of graded school and the 
various modifications adopted by educators in the past decades. The nature 
of nongraded school and its status were discussed at some length. Ability 
grouping and its related research studies provoked some thoughts among 
educators as well as parents about the implications of grouping under­
achieving pupils together. 
On the topic of nonpromotion, research studies overwhelmingly 
supported the view that nonpromotion does not substantially increase the 
subject achievement of the retained, and worse yet, it might very well 
affect the pupils on their social and school adjustment. On the other 
hand, blanket promotion policy is no panacea to this problem. After all, 
it is rather unrealistic to expect the slow learners to perform at a level 
far beyond their capabilities. 
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The nongraded plan seems to offer some permanent solution to the non-
promotion problem. Research studies on pupil achievement yielded no 
evidence to prove the efficacy of the nongraded organization. One might 
raise the question that whether the researchers employed the right 
procedures in assessing the differences between the graded and nongraded 
classes. Carbone (15) found no differences between the graded and non-
graded pupils on achievement scores, then after the completion of his 
dissertation, he visited the nongraded schools included in his study and 
found that they were similar to the graded schools. Good lad (36) and 
McLoughlin (57) both warned about this pitfall in assessing the 
effectiveness in nongrading. Goodlad (36) raised the question that 
whether the experimental unit was a reasonably accurate working model of 
the nongraded school or in name only. Hopkins and Oldridge (45) made a 
study of twenty ungraded and twenty-five graded classes and found no 
differences between pupil groups. Following this study, the school-
personnel decided to return to the graded organization. Goodlad (36) 
pointed out that they did this without realizing they returned to what 
they had never left. He contended that the theoretical models should 
precede the operational models in practice. He was critical of educational 
practices which were "primitive and pragmatic" (36, p. 17), and advised 
researchers to seek congruence of conceptual and operational models and 
to know what they study in order to engage in meaningful research; He 
called for close collaboration between the researchers, innovators and 
practitioners, and cautioned the educators not to seek an easy yes or no 
answer of the educational innovations from research findings. 
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McLoughlin (56) asserted that as long as schools were trying to group 
away differences they were not nongraded. If the nongraded program did 
not offer instructional procedures to meet the individual needs, they were 
graded schools under new labels only. He stated that in considering the 
distinction between the graded and nongraded classes, the researcher 
should find out the criteria used for student placement, class organization, 
and the teaching staff patterns. 
The measuring instruments used in the research studies were also 
mentioned, a discussion of the Stanford Achievement Test will follow in 
subsequent chapters, but a complete analysis of all the standardized 
tests mentioned is beyond the scope of this paper. 
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METHOD OF PROCEDURE 
Sample 
The sample used in this study comprised of 124 elementary school 
pupils in the Ames public school system, whose ages range from seven and 
a half to eleven and a half years old. The sample consisted of two groups; 
the experimental group included 67 pupils who were enrolled in an 
experimental nongraded elementary school, and the control group included 
57 pupils in a traditional graded school. 
In the nongraded school, primary 3, primary 4 and primary 5 classes 
were selected because these primary units were in the continuous progress 
program. Approximately 100 pupils in the primary 1 and primary 2 units 
were excluded due to the fact that these pupils only took part of the 
Primary Mental Ability test in September 1968, and 75 of these children 
just completed their first year of elementary school education in May 
1969. A traditional graded school of comparable parental socio-economic 
level was selected from the same school district to serve as the control 
group. Three sections of grades 2, 3 and 4 were selected from eight 
sections after a careful comparison of average grade scores on each 
subtest of the Stanford achievement test. Age and sex were not matched 
pupil by pupil due to local conditions were beyond the investigator's 
control. Intelligence quotient scores were not available in the schools, 
and it was not used as a measure of control because it was considered a 
less valid measure than the previous achievement test data. Due to 
transfers and missing data in the pretests, fifteen pupils were further 
eliminated from the sample, resulting in a total of 124 in both the 
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experimental group and the control group. 
Continuous Progress Program 
The continuous progress primary program of the nongraded elementary 
school in this study was designed to recognize the individual differences 
of pupils in the primary units. Rigid grade labels were removed to enable 
each pupil to progress at his own rate of speed in acquiring academic and 
social skills. The philosophy behind the continuous progress program 
was summarized as follows: 
1. Each child is an individual with his own rate of learning and 
pattern of growth and should be evaluated as such. 
2. Children should be taught at the level at which they are, 
regardless of chronological age and years that has been spent 
in school. 
3. A feeling of success is essential for normal growth. 
4. Curriculum is geared to the child, the levels are paced to 
suit the individual pupil. 
5. Satisfactory progress is based on individual achievement in 
relation with his own ability level. 
6. A superior pupil can advance at his own rate of speed without 
grade level restrictions and the slow learner is not required 
to achieve beyond his ability. 
The theoretical frame of reference closely resembled that advocated 
by Goodlad and Anderson (37). In practice the Harlan continuous progress 
plan divided the first five years of school; from kindergarten on to 
grade four, into learning levels in mathematics and reading. The areas 
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of social studies and science were taught in large groups similar to that 
in the graded school. The child could move from level to level according 
to his social, emotional and academic achievement and there was no specific 
time schedule to meet. A teacher could teach three or four levels during 
a year, and the child could have more than one teacher for the school 
year. In other words, it was possible for a certain pupil to move to 
another class and under another teacher for instruction. Although this 
type of interclass grouping was not practiced extensively. Specifically, 
the primary years were represented by levels 1 through 12 with enrichment 
provisions at levels 6, 8, 10 and 12. Interclass movement of pupils did 
not exist on the primary 5 level. In reading, for example the child 
should be performing with 80% comprehension from two of the assigned 
series before he could be advanced to a higher level. Decisions were made 
largely by classroom teachers with the approval of the principal. 
There was no report card per se as one is accustomed to in a graded 
school, however, a profile indicating each child's level of progress was 
charted out in the language arts and mathematics areas. Two teacher-
parent conferences were scheduled at the nine-week and twenty-seven week 
points during the year, during which the parents received a somewhat de­
tailed description of their child's progress in school. There were no 
grades as such. 
The teachers in the nongraded primary units were recruited from the 
Ames school district, they were teachers who willingly consented to 
participate in the experimental program. 
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Ins trument ation 
A nationally standardized test, the Stanford Achievement Test was 
used in the pretest and posttest situations. The primary I battery, 
primary II and intermediate I, form W, were given to grades 2, 3 and 4, 
and primary 3, 4 and 5, in September 1968, and the same batteries were 
administered by the investigator to the same groups of pupils in April-
May 1969. The pretest data were machine scored at the University of 
Iowa, Iowa City, Iowa, and the posttest data were hand scored by the 
investigator. 
The primary I battery was primarily designed for use from the middle 
of grade 1 to the middle of grade 2, it included six subtests; Word Reading, 
Paragraph Meaning, Vocabulary, Spelling, Word Study Skills, and Arithmetic 
(50). The primary II battery was designed for use from the middle of 
grade 2 to the end of grade 3, and it included eight subtests; Word 
Meaning, Paragraph Meaning, Science and Social Studies Concepts, Spelling, 
Word Study Skills, Language, Arithmetic Computation, and Arithmetic 
Concepts (51). The intermediate I battery was designed for use from the 
beginning of grade 4 to the middle of grade 5, and it included ten sub­
tests; Word Meaning, Paragraph Meaning, Spelling, Word Study Skills, 
Language, Arithmetic Computation, Arithmetic Concepts, Arithmetic 
Applications, Social Studies, and Science (52). In general, the general 
and specific directions for administering were easy to follow, information 
concerning scoring, the interpretation of scores, reliability and validity, 
use of test results, and construction and standardization were given in 
the manuals (50, 51, 52). The 1964 Stanford Achievement Test was the 
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result of five years of research and developmental work, the publishers 
claimed that the four forms, forms W, X, Y, and Z provided a comprehensive 
test series for grades 1 through 9, and the changes made in the new revision 
reflected the current instructional methods and curricular content. 
Euros' mental measurements yearkbook (12) grouped the Word Reading, 
Word Meaning, Paragraph Meaning, Vocabulary, Spelling, Word Study Skills 
and Language subtests in the various batteries under the general heading 
language for reviewing purpose. The reviewer questioned the fragmenta­
tion of the language tests and asserted that language learning lacked 
logic. The mechanics of language learning becomes a bore to a great many 
pupils before they reach high school. Although the test constructors were 
thorough and meticulous in making these tests, they overlooked that rate 
of speed in completing the Paragraph Meaning portion tests other measures 
of intelligence rather than reading achievement. Also the language tests 
do not cover all the basic communication skills of listening, speaking, 
writing and reading. The reviewer favored the type of test that required 
the pupil to find the error in language usage, rather than to select one 
of the two given choices. The items in the Paragraph Meaning subtest that 
allowed measurement of the ability to get main ideas, to synthesize and 
to recognize motives received favorable review (12). 
As for the arithmetic tests, the content of these tests up to the 
intermediate 2 battery was of high quality although lacked logical order 
in presentation. Whether the content of these tests reflected the current 
curriculum trends in the elementary school was questioned (12). 
In the social studies area, the social studies test is included in 
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the intermediate battery and above, although some social science concepts 
are included in the primary II battery, it has low reliability coefficients. 
Most of the contents of this test dealt with history, geography, and 
civics. A study skills section was also included, dealing with materials 
such as tables, graphs, maps and bibliographies and the like. This test 
was designed to test important social studies generalizations and the 
understanding of human interdependence rather than facts. The reviewer, 
however, was critical of the fact that social studies test tended to over-
generalize, and consequently resulting in ambiguity (12). 
The content of the science test was supposed to include physical 
science, life science and the attitudes and methods of scientists, however, 
only one or two questions were dealing with the last category in the 
science test in each battery. The objectives on which the science tests 
were based included; the ability to see the application of the principles 
of science, knowledge and generalizations from various branches of natural 
sciences, and some knowledge of the scientific method (12, 50, 51, 52). 
In regard to the technical aspects of the tests, specifically in the 
areas of reliability and validity, the manuals presented for each test at 
each grade level both the split-half reliability coefficients corrected 
by the Spearman-Brown formula and Kuder-Richardson estimates. Each of 
these was based on a sample of 1,000 cases from each grade level drawn 
randomly from 76 school systems. Also included in the manuals are the 
standard errors of measurement. For more detailed information, it is 
recommended to refer to the manuals themselves (50, 51, 52). 
The test was recommended for use in analyzing group differences, for 
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planning individualized instruction, for grouping practices and evaluating 
rate of progress and achievement. It was also recommended for the 
evaluation of the strengths and weaknesses of a grade, a school, or a 
system. The reliability estimates range from .88 to .90 (12, p. 121) 
indicate that the test can serve for the above mentioned purposes. 
Little was said about the validity of the test in the test manual. 
The authors claimed that they examined the courses of study and text­
books used by the schools as to determine what to be measured. It has been 
criticized that as long as the achievement tests continue to measure what 
has been taught instead of what ought be taught, they hinder curriculum 
reform. However, on the other hand, it was also pointed out that achieve­
ment tests should reflect school curriculum in order to assure some degree 
of content validity (12). 
In interpreting the test scores, the raw scores which represent the 
number of right answers, of the Stanford Achievement Test may be converted 
into grade scores, grade equivalents, percentile ranks and stanines. The 
grade scores are actually the grade equivalents with the decimal point 
removed. Percentile ranks and stanines are provided for beginning, middle 
and end-of-year testing dates. The stanines represent values in a rough 
9-point scale of normalized scores, the advantage being the ease of 
interpretation and reporting to parents. However, the stanines do not 
discriminate very well the score differences. For test interpretation 
on individual pupil, the percentile ranks are preferred to the profile 
chart provided on the front page of each test booklet. Stanine scores are 
obtained by dividing the range of standard scores into nine groups, ranging 
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from the lowest to highest, with stanine 1 representing the lowest, and 
stanine 9 representing the highest, and stanine 5 as the average. The size 
of stanine can be expressed in the following way (50, p. 27): 
"Stanine 9 shows : performance in the highest 47» of the norm group. 
Stanine 8 shows performance in the next 77o of the norm group. 
S tanine 7 shows performance in the next 12% of the norm group. 
S tanine 6 shows performance in the next 17% of the norm group. 
S tanine 5 shows performance in the middle 20% of the norm group. 
S tanine 4 shows performance in the next 17% of the norm group. 
S tanine 3 shows performance in the next 12% of the norm group. 
Stanine 2 shows performance in the next 7% of the norm group. 
S tanine 1 shows performance in the next 4% of the norm group." 
According to the test manuals, the average grade score can be obtained 
for any given individual, grade or school. The median may be found by 
ranking the test scores in order of magnitude. Also from the intermediate 
I battery on, individual pupil's grade scores as indicated by his level 
of achievement, can be compared with stanines or I.Q.'s on Otis. There 
is a table provided in the intermediate I battery test manual giving the 
expected deviations from Stanford grade score norms for pupils at /line 
levels of ability on Otis quick-scoring mental ability test (52). The 
expected deviations from Stanford grade score norms for pupils at nine 
levels of ability on Otis quick-scoring mental ability test were giyen as 
follows (52, p. 21): 
S tanine Otis I.Q. Science 
9 128 and above +26 
8 123-127 +17 
7 118-122 +12 
6 112-117 +6 
5 106-111 +1 
4 99-105 
-4 
3 91-98 
-8 
2 82-90 
-11 
1 81 and below 
-12" 
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Deviations from grade scores on Word Meaning, Paragraph Meaning, 
Spelling, Word Study Skills, Language, Arithmetic Computation, Arithmetic 
Concepts, Arithmetic Applications and Social Studies are also given in the 
manual, it is not necessary to include all these deviations here (52). 
The Stanford Achievement Test is more than 40 years old, revisions 
were made from time to time, with very few changes made in the language 
tests, the social studies, and science tests. The greatest changes were 
made in the arithmetic tests, even though the tests still have not kept up 
pace with the modern mathematics program currently taught in the 
elementary schools. The test was constructed with accuracy of content 
and precision of form, the test items are still geared to factual knowledge 
and do not measure critical thinking. In spite of these criticisms, the 
Stanford Achievement Test was rated high among the standardized achievement 
test batteries on the elementary school level. The closest competitor to 
the Stanford Achievement test in the market today is the Metropolitan 
Achievement Tests which are designed for grades 1 through 12 inclusive. 
The Iowa Tests of Basic Skills is preferred to the Stanford in the skill 
areas, Stanford is a second choice. If the content areas were also taken 
into account, then it is a toss up between the Stanford and ^he Sequential 
Tests of Educational Progress, depending on the instructional objectives 
under consideration (12). 
The questionnaire on the nongraded school for the parents was based 
on a five-point scale ranging from strongly disagree to strongly agree. 
Fifteen variables were included to measure parents' reactions toward the 
nongraded plan and toward their childrens* progress under this plan. The 
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investigator utilized information from a recently published book on the 
nongraded elementary school (66) and mimeographed reports conducted under 
the auspices of New York State Department of Education (75, 76) but added 
and modified the variables to suit the present need. Before the question­
naires were mailed to the parents, they were distributed to the school 
administrators, and classroom teachers in the nongraded school to solicit 
suggestions and opinions. They were further scrutinized by two graduate 
faculty members in the College of Education at Iowa State University. 
Subsequent changes and modifications were added before the questionnaires 
were sent to the parents. 
Data Collection 
The pretests were given to both the experimental and control groups 
by the respective schools in September 1968. Form W of the primary I, 
primary II and intermediate I batteries of the Stanford Achievement Test 
were used. The posttests of the same batteries were administered by the 
investigator in April-May 1969 over a five-week period. The test results 
were hand scored by the investigator, pupils with missing data in the pre­
tests were eliminated from the sample. The experimental group comprised 
of 67 pupils and the control group 57 pupils, for a total sample of 124 
pupils. 
The questionnaires on the nongraded elementary school, accompanied 
by a letter (Appendices A and B) and self-addressed stamped enveloped were 
sent to the parents whose children were enrolled in the nongraded primary 
units. These questionnaires were sent through the principal's office at 
Harlan Elementary School. Due to change of addresses, 62 copies were 
33 
mailed to 57 families. This discrepancy was due to the fact that five 
families have two children attending the primary units. The response was 
approximately 87%, a total of 54 replies were received after follow-up 
letters and contacts made by telephoning. 
Analysis of Data 
A total of 24 t-tests were computed on the means of the pretest 
scores of the experimental group and control group on each subtest of the 
three batteries. Due to the results of these t-tests, an additional 24 
t-tests were computed on the gain scores which were the differences of 
the pretests and the posttests with plus or minus signs preceding them. 
The pretests were machine scored and only the grade scores were available, 
therefore grade scores were used in computing for the gain scores. 
Due to the even group numbers, the two sample t was used to compute 
the: test scores of the primary I and primary II batteries, however, the 
paired t-test was used in com-Jting the test results of the intermediate I 
test battery; this applied to both the pretests and the gain scores. 
Frequency counts, and percentages were computed on each of the fifteen 
variables included in the questionnaires completed by the parents. A 
tabulation of the age interval, occupation, and educational level on the 
parents were also made. 
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FINDINGS 
This study was designed to compare academic achievement of pupils in 
graded and nongraded schools, and to ascertain the acceptance of the non-
graded program by parents. This chapter reports the statistical analysis 
of pupil achievement and the tabulation of responses made by parents on 
the nongraded program. 
Comparison of Pupil Pretest Achievement 
All pupils included in the sample of this study had taken the 
Stanford Achievement Test. The three battery of tests were administered 
in September 1968 to the primary 3, primary 4 and primary 5 classes of 
the experimental group and to the second grade, third grade and fourth 
grade in the control group. These pretest data were machine scored, 
raw scores were converted into grade scores. Consequently grade scores 
had to be used in the posttest situation. 
As mentioned in the previous chapter, the control group was selected 
according to past achievement. The investigator included only one section 
from three sections of each grade in the graded school to form the control 
group. Comparable average grade score on each subtest was used as the 
criterion. However, due to missing data on part of the test batteries, 
transfers of pupils, and other problems such as nonreaders, fifteen pupils 
were further eliminated from the sample. It was considered necessary to 
re-establish the comparability of the experimental and control group on 
previous achievement. 
The first step was to compute coefficient of correlation matrices. 
35 
Because each battery contained a different number of tests, six matrices 
had to be computed for the three experimental and control units. 
There was a tendency for school personnel to use median battery 
scores. The test manuals (50, 51, 52) stated that median scores could be 
obtained for each individual pupil or grade. No correlation coefficients 
of the subtests were provided in the manuals. Thus the correlation 
matrices shown in Tables 1 through 6 were computed in an effort to gain a 
better understanding of the relationship of the subscores. If the sub­
tests were highly correlated, then the subscores were measuring the same 
characteristics. If the subtest scores were not highly correlated, median 
battery scores can be misleading for most of educational uses. 
The correlation coefficients range from +1, which was indicative of 
a perfect positive relationship, through zero to -1, which was indicative 
of a perfect negative relationship. A correlation of .50 does not mean 
that the two variables have 50 percent in common, but rather two tests 
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that were correlated .50 have (.50) or .25 of their variance in common. 
Another misconception about correlation coefficients is the tendency for 
many people to interpret these values as a cause-and-effeet relationship 
(67, 70). 
The correlation matrix using the six pretest scores of the primary I 
battery as variables was computed for the experimental group. The results 
in Table 1 revealed that there was a high correlation of .77 between Word 
Reading and Paragraph Meaning, and a correlation of .79 between Spelling 
and Word Study Skills. The correlation matrix for the control group 
indicated a high correlation of .93 between Word Reading and Paragraph 
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Table 1. Correlation matrix on six pretest scores of the Stanford 
Achievement Test, Primary I Battery, for experimental 
group #2 (N = 19) 
Var.* 1 2 3 4 5 6 
1 1.0000 
2 0.7731 1.0000 
3 0.4847 0.4041 1.0000 
4 0.6719 0.5892 0.7878 1.0000 
5 0.2332 0.1816 0.1094 0.3144 1.0000 
6 0.3086 0.3489 0.6634 0.5665 0.4444 1.0000 
^In this table, variable (1) 
Paragraph Meaning, (3) represents 
Skills, (5) represents Vocabulary, 
represents Word Reading, (2) represents 
Spelling, (4) represents Word Study 
and (6) represents Arithmetic. 
Table 2. Correlation matrix on six pretest scores of the Stanford 
Achievement Test, Primary I Battery for control group #2 (N = 16) 
Var.® 1 2 3 4 5 6 
1 1.0000 
2 0.9262 1.0000 
3 0.7539 0.6968 1.0000 
4 0.8134 0.8039 0.6662 1.0000 
5 0.6896 0.7419 0.5771 0.7088 1.0000 
6 0.1121 0.1287 0.3963 0.2268 0.4771 1.0000 
^In this table variable (1) represents Word Reading, (2) represents 
Paragraph Meaning, (3) represents Spelling, (4) represents Word Study 
Skills, (5) represents Vocabulary, and (6) represents Arithmetic. 
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Meaning. High correlations of .81 and .80 also existed between subscore 
on Word Study Skills and subscores on Word Reading and Paragraph Meaning. 
These results led the investigator to speculate whether the five language 
subtests should be grouped under the general heading of language, thus 
reduce the subtests into two major categories, namely, language and 
arithmetic. The evidence provided by Table 2 seemed to support the fact 
that the subtests, with the exception of arithmetic, were highly 
correlated. 
The correlation matrices on the eight pretest scores of the primary 
II battery for the experimental group and the control group as shown in 
Tables 3 and 4 respectively seemed to indicate that both the Arithmetic 
Computation and Arithmetic Concepts were correlated to the remaining six 
subtests. Generally speaking, high correlations existed among the language 
subtests, low correlation existed between the Science and Social Science 
Concepts subscore and each of the remaining seven subtest scores. It 
should be pointed out here that the Science and Social Science Concepts 
subtest was read to the pupils by the investigator as directed by the 
manuals. Evidence seemed to suggest that the subscores relied heavily 
on the pupils' ability to read, with the exception of the Science and 
Social Science concepts subtest which were read to the pupils during 
administration. 
The correlation matrix on the ten pretest scores of the intermediate 
I battery for the experimental group as shown in Table 5 revealed low 
correlation of .20 between the Spelling subtest and Arithmetic Computation 
subtest, .24 between Arithmetic Computation and Social Studies, .10 
38 
Table 3. Correlation matrix on eight pretest scores of the Stanford 
Achievement Test, Primary II Battery, for experimental group 
#3 (N = 21) 
Var.^ 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
1 1.0000 
2 0.6669 1.0000 
3 0.7680 0.8466 1.0000 
4 0.6452 0.7070 0.7067 1.0000 
5 0.5808 0.7843 0.7241 0.6913 1.0000 
6 0.6666 0.5793 0.7145 0.6813 0.5999 1.0000 
7 0.8050 0.5714 0.7417 0.7692 0.6418 0.7632 1.0000 
8 0.5025 0.2187 0.2234 0.2421 0.2284 0.1156 0.3740 1.0000 
^In this table variable (1) represents Word Meaning, (2) represents 
Paragraph Meaning, (3) represents Spelling, (4) represents Word Study 
Skills, (5) represents Language, (6) represents Arithmetic Computation, 
(7) represents Arithmetic Concepts, and (8) represents Science and Social 
Science Concepts. 
Table 4. Correlation matrix on eight pretest scores of the Stanford 
Achievement Test, Primary II Batter, for control group #3 (N = 18) 
Var.* 12345678 
1 1.0000 
2 0.6645 1.0000 
3 0.5074 0.4851 1.0000 
4 0.7273 0.6508 0.7081 1.0000 
5 0.7394 0.7235 0.5929 0.6322 1.0000 
6 0.7184 0.7720 0.5905 0.5899 0.6532 1.0000 
7 0.6988 0.6946 0.5527 0.6644 0.6065 0.6340 1.0000 
8 0.3471 0.2058 0.2576 0.2289 0.1475 0.3207 0.4335 1.0000 
In this table variable (1) represents Word Meaning, (2) represents 
Paragraph Meaning, (3) represents Spelling, (4) represents Word Study 
Skills, (5) represents Language, (6) represents Arithmetic Computation, 
(7) represents Arithmetic Concepts and (8) represents Science and Social 
Science concepts. 
Table 5. Correlation matrix on ten pretest scores of the Stanford Achievement Test, Intermediate I 
Battery, for experimental group #4 (N = 23) 
Var.* 123456789 10 
1 1.0000 
2 0.8075 1.0000 
3 0.5190 0.6214 1.0000 
4 0.4564 0.4870 0.5660 1.0000 
5 0.6756 0.7484 0.6155 0.5833 1. 0000 
6 0.4670 0.5763 0.2048 0.4158 0. 3688 1.0000 
7 0.7304 0.6882 0.6136 0.7263 0. 7166 0.5829 1. 0000 
8 0.7569 0.6798 0.4658 0.6338 0. 5680 0.5835 0. 7203 1. 0000 
9 0.7378 0.7027 0.4474 0.3692 0. 6769 0.2471 0. 6804 0. 6641 
10 0.6130 0.5162 0.4217 0.4735 0. 5357 0.1016 0. 6301 0. 5816 
1.0000 
0.7933 1.0000 
®In this table variable (1) represents Word Meaning, (2) represents Paragraph Meaning, (3) 
represents Spelling, (4) represents Word Study Skills, (5) represents Language, (6) represents 
Arithmetic Computation, (7) represents Arithmetic Concepts, (8) represents Arithmetic Applications, 
(9) represents Social Studies, and (10) represents Science. 
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between Arithmetic Computation and Science. This seemed to point out that 
the Arithmetic Computation subtest did not correlate very well with the 
remaining parts of the battery. However, the same can not be said about 
the control group. Evidence in Table 6 revealed correlation coefficients 
ranging from .49 to .88. 
As mentioned in an earlier section of this chapter, due to the loss 
of subjects in the sample groups, it was necessary to recalculate the 
means on each subtest. The comparability of the experimental units and 
the control units was established through the use of the t-tests. In 
Table 7, comparisons of the means on the pretest scores of the primary I 
battery were made for both experimental and control groups. The 
t-test was used to test the stated hypotheses. The sample groups were 
unequal in size. Pooled variance was used since it was assumed that the 
two sample groups represented a single homogeneous normally distributed 
population. The approximate t-values were computed on each of the six 
subtests: a t-value of 0.098 on Word Reading, -0.817 on Paragraph Meaning, 
-0.566 on Spelling, -1.098 on Word Study Skills, 0.888 on Vocabulary, and 
0.865 on Arithmetic. These computed t-values were compared to the tabular 
t-value at the .05 confidence level of significance with 33 degrees of 
freedom. A tabular t-value of 2.036 was found by linear interpolation. 
According to the t-test, none of the null hypotheses as shown in Table 7 
was rejected. Evidence seemed to indicate that there were no differences 
between the means of the experimental group aiid the control group on all 
of the subtests included in the primary I battery of the Stanford 
Achievement Test. 
Table 6. Correlation matrix on ten pretest scores of the Stanford Achievement Test, Intermediate I 
Battery, for control group #4 (N = 23) 
Var.* 123456789 10 
1 1.0000 
2 0.8665 1.0000 
3 0.6744 0.7140 1.0000 
4 0.7117 0.7903 0.7450 1.0000 
5 0.8093 0.8641 0.7084 0.7620 1. 0000 
6 0.6334 0.7932 0.6231 0.6107 0. 7542 1. 0000 
7 0.6670 0.8310 0.5314 0.7172 0. 7972 0. 7232 1.0000 
8 0.6127 0.7421 0.5600 0.7204 0. 7341 0. 6911 0.8883 1.0000 
9 0.7155 0.7944 0.4986 0.5628 0. 7292 0. 6792 0.8407 0.6423 
10 0.8011 0.7812 0.5137 0.6169 0. 7945 0. 6996 0.8001 0.8215 
1.0000 
0.7175 1.0000 
®In this table variable (1) represents Word Meaning, (2) represents Paragraph Meaning, (3) 
represents Spelling, (4) represents Word Study Skills, (5) represents Language, (6) represents 
Arithmetic Computation, (7) represents Arithmetic Concepts, (8) represents Arithmetic Applications, 
(9) represents Social Studies and (10) represents Science. 
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The same t-test was applied to the pretest scores of the primary II 
battery for the experimental and control groups. The results reported 
computed t-values of 0.770 on Word Meaning, 1.736 on Paragraph Meaning, 
0.613 on Spelling, 0.973 on Word Study Skills, 1.407 on Language, -0.029 
on Arithmetic Computation, 0.053 on Arithmetic Concepts, and 0.727 on 
Science and Social Science Concepts. These t-values, as reported in 
Table 8, were compared with the tabular t-value of 2.027 at the .05 level 
of significance. Again the tabular t-value was found by linear inter­
polation with 37 degrees of freedom for the two groups under consideration. 
When the computed t-value on each subtest was compared with the tabular 
t-value, no significant differences were found to exist between the 
experimental group and the control group. The results of the t-tests 
in Table 8, indicated that there was no difference in achievement between 
the two groups of pupils in Word Meaning, Paragraph Meaning, Spelling, 
Word Study Skills, Language, Arithmetic Computation, Arithmetic Concepts, 
and Science and Social Science Concepts. 
Table 9 contained the means, the standard errors, and the computed 
t-values on the pretest scores of the intermediate I battery for both the 
experimental and control groups. Due to equal sample groups, the paired 
t-test was used here. The computed t-value for Word Meaning was -0.392, for 
Paragraph Meaning was -0.963, for Spelling was -0.601, for Word Study 
Skills was -0.427, for Language was -0.933, for Arithmetic Computation 
was -0.369, for Arithmetic Concepts was 0.464, for Social Studies was 
-0.269, for Science was 0.318. It should be noted here that the means on 
the Arithmetic Applications were almost identical for the two groups, that 
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Table 7. Comparisons of the means on the pretest scores of the Stanford 
Achievement Test, Primary I Battery, September 1968 (Group 1 = 
experimental unit, group 2 = control unit) 
Group N Subtest Mean s. e. 
Null 
Tabular Computed Hypothesis 
05 Rejected 
1 19 Word 23. 52631 1. 43753 
2 16 Read ing 23. 31250 1-63737 
1 19 Paragraph 22. 73683 1. 64343 
2 16 Meaning 24. 75000 1. 83598 
1 19 Spelling 19. 63158 1. 20722 
2 16 20. 56250 1. 11791 
1 19 Word Study 28. 26315 2. 27476 
2 16 Skills 32. 68750 3. 32756 
1 19 Vocabulary 33. 42105 
2. 83289 
2 16 30. 00000 2. 60927 
1 19 
Arithmetic 25. 63158 
0. 97995 
2 16 24. 31250 1. 16804 
2.036 
2.036 
2.036 
0.098 
-0.817 
-0.566 
-1.098 
0.888 
0.865 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
In this table "s.e." represents standard error of the mean. 
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Table 8. Comparisons of the means on the pretest scores of the Stanford 
Achievement Test, Primary II Battery, September 1968 (Group 1 = 
experimental unit, group 2 = control unit) 
Null 
Tabular Computed Hypothesis 
Group N Subtest Mean s.e. t^^ t Rejected 
1 
2 
21 
18 
Word 
Meaning 
36.38095 
33.66666 
2.11173 
2.82496 2. 027 0. 770 No 
1 
2 
21 
18 
Paragraph 
Meaning 
37.47618 
32.33333 
1.77901 
2.36947 2. 027 1. 736 No 
1 
2 
21 
18 Spelling 
34.76190 
32.94444 
1.41069 
2.60527 2. 027 0. 613 No 
1 
2 
21 
18 
Word Study 
Skills 
43.23808 
38.00000 
3.28917 
4.26415 2. 027 0. 973 No 
1 
2 
21 
18 Language 
39.00000 
34.38889 
2.21681 
2.41474 2. 027 1. 407 No 
1 
2 
21 
18 
Arithmetic 
Computation 
30.95238 
31.00000 
1.02232 
1.25765 2. 027 -0. ,029 No 
1 
2 
21 
18 
Arithmetic 
Concepts 
37.85713 
37.66666 
2.31279 
2.74993 2. ,027 0, .053 No 
1 
2 
21 
18 
Science and 
Soc. Sc. 
44.80951 
42.38889 
2.23355 
2.47093 2. 027 0. 727 No 
^In this table "s.e." represents standard error of the mean. 
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Table 9. Comparisons of the means on the pretest scores of the Stanford 
Achievement Test, Intermediate I Battery, September 1968 (Group 
1 = experimental unit, group 2 = control unit) 
Null 
Tabular Computed Hypothesis 
Group N Subtest Mean s.e. t^^ t Rejected 
1 
2 
23 
23 
Word 
Meaning 
49.00000 
50.69565 
3,10233 
3.02129 2. 074 -0.392 No 
1 
2 
23 
23 
Paragraph 
Meaning 
44.60869 
48.91304 
2.90953 
3.39373 2. 074 -0.963 No 
1 
2 
23 
23 Spelling 
44.56522 
46.91304 
2,51621 
2.98674 2. 074 -0.601 No 
1 
2 
23 
23 
Word Study 
Skills 
44.52173 
46.52173 
3.17654 
3.43884 2. 074 -0.427 No 
1 
2 
23 
23 Language 
46.39130 
51.60869 
3.64086 
4.24764 2. 074 -0.933 No 
1 
2 
23 
23 
Arithmetic 
Computation 
37.43477 
38.08694 
1.11731 
1.37010 2. 074 -0.369 No 
1 
2 
23 
23 
Arithmetic 
Concepts 
49.82608 
47.82608 
2.83028 
3.25567 2. 074 0.464 No 
1 
2 
23 
23 
Arithmetic 46.39130 
Applications 46.39130 
2.43472 
2.91835 2. 074 0.0 No 
1 
2 
23 
23 
Social 
Stud ies 
50.60869 
51.69565 
2.96337 
2.75798 2. ,074 -0.269 No 
1 
2 
23 
23 Science 
55.26086 
53.43477 
3.99270 
4.11776 2. 074 0.318 No 
^In this table "s.e." represents standard error of the mean. 
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the computed t-value was found to be zero. These computed t-values were 
compared with the tabular t-value of 2.074 at the .05 confidence level of 
significance, with 22 degrees of freedom. The data revealed no 
significant differences between the experimental group and the control 
group on the pretest achievement scores in the intermediate I battery of 
the Stanford Achievement Test. 
The data contained in Tables 7, 8 and 9 clearly indicated that there 
were no differences on all the subtest achievement scores for the 
experimental and control groups as measured by the three test batteries. 
The means were very close, in some cases they were almost identical. As 
result of this evidence, it was assumed that the experimental and control 
groups were initially equal on the pretest on all subject areas in the 
subtests of the test batteries as measured by the Stanford Achievement 
Test. Therefore, the t-test was used to test the differences between 
the means for the gain scores of the experimental and control groups. 
A total of six matrices were computed on the gain scores for both the 
experimental group and control group. Table 10 contained the correlation 
matrix on the six subtest gain scores of the primary I battery for the 
experimental group. The gain scores were the differences obtained by 
subtracting the pretest scores from the posttest scores, in some instances, 
negative values were found for some individuals. Due to this reason, the 
gain scores included both positive and negative values. Table 10 indicated 
a low correlation coefficient of .11 between Vocabulary and Arithmetic. 
The correlation between Word Reading, Word Study Skills and Vocabulary 
were both found to be .13. In Table 11, the lowest correlation was -0.002, 
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Table 10. Correlation matrix on six subtest gain scores of the Stanford 
Achievement Test, Primary I Battery, for experimental group 
#2 (N = 19) 
Var.* 1 2 3 4 5 6 
1 1.0000 
2 0.7343 1.0000 
3 0.5098 0.4706 1.0000 
4 0.1348 0.3990 0.2095 1.0000 
5 0.1334 0.2141 0.4109 0.2826 1.0000 
6 0.1865 0.5150 0.5300 0.3892 0.1104 1.0000 
^In this table, variable (1) represents Word Reading, (2) represents 
Paragraph Meaning, (3) represents Spelling, (4) represents Word Study 
Skills, (5) represents Vocabulary, and (6) represents Arithmetic. 
Table 11. Correlation matrix on six subtest gain scores of the Stanford 
Achievement Test, Primary I Battery, for control group #2 
(N = 16) 
Var.^ 1 2 3 4 5 6 
1 1.0000 
2 0.5577 1.0000 
3 - 0.2463 -0.1848 1.0000 
4 0.3368 0.4536 -0.2079 1.0000 
5 0.3912 0.1351 -0.1500 0.1509 1.0000 
6 -0.3020 -0.0020 -0.0391 0.1150 -0.1136 1.0000 
^In this table variable (1) represents Word Reading, (2) represents 
Paragraph Meaning, (3) represents Spelling, (4) represents Word Study 
Skills, (5) represents Vocabulary, and (6) represents Arithmetic. 
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between Paragraph Meaning and Arithmetic. There was a consistent pattern 
of low correlation between the Arithmetic subtest and the remaining five 
language subtests. 
It was rather interesting to note that in Table 12, the correlations 
seemed to suggest that all the subtests in the primary II battery were 
measuring different characteristics, with the possible exception of the 
relationship between Spelling and Arithmetic Computation. 
Table 13 revealed a correlation of .66 between the Word Meaning test 
and the Word Study Skills. Here again the data contained in the matrix 
seemed to suggest that the eight subtest gain scores for the control group 
were measuring subject fields which could not be grouped into a median 
score. Correlations from Tables 14 and 15 consistently indicated that 
the intermediate I battery contained subtests which measured different 
characteristics and they could not be grouped into median battery scores. 
Evidence strongly suggested that the subtests in the primary II battery 
and intermediate I battery were not correlated in both the pretest scores 
and gain scores. 
The posttest was administered in April and May 1969 to all pupils 
included in the sample. Gain scores were obtained by subtracting the 
pretest scores from the posttest scores. Table 16 contained the 
comparisons of the means on the subtest gain scores of the primary I 
battery for the two groups. A computed t-value of 2.110 was found 
to be significant at the five percent level of confidence. This t-value 
was compared with an interpolated tabular t-value of 2.036 with 33 degrees 
of freedom. Evidence indicated that the pupils in the control group made 
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Table 12. Correlation matrix on eight subtest gain scores of the Stanford 
Achievement Test, Primary II Battery, for experimental group 
#3 (N = 21) 
Var. ^ 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
1 1.0000 
2 0.0301 1.0000 
3 0.3301 0.0677 1.0000 
4 -0.1429 -0.4019 -0.1367 1.0000 
5 0.2444 0.3390 0.0310 -0.0574 1.0000 
6 0.0417 0.2938 0.6387 -0.1307 -0.0868 1.0000 
7 -0.0345 -0.2806 0.1421 0.1116 -0.1966 0.0286 1. 0000 
8 0.2947 -0.1972 0.2376 -0.2381 0.0756 0.0358 0. 4026 1.0000 
^n this table variable (1) represents Word Meaning, (2) represents 
Paragraph Meaning, (3) represents Spelling, (4) represents Word Study 
Skills, (5) represents Language, (6) represents Arithmetic Computation, 
(7) represents Arithmetic Concepts and (8) represents Science and Social 
Science Concepts. 
Table 13. Correlation on eight subtest gain scores of the Stanford 
Achievement Test, Primary II Battery, for control group #3 
(N = 18) 
Var.^ 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
1 1.0000 
2 0.0320 1.0000 
3 0.1725 0.1068 1.0000 
4 0.6596 -0.0755 0.1941 1.0000 
5 0.0271 0.3220 0.0076 0.3157 1.0000 
6 0.1220 0.0822 -0.3042 -0.2906 0.1290 1.0000 
7 0.4268 0.0113 -0.2103 0.2926 0.0336 0.1158 1.0000 
8 0.2048 0.1300 -0.4751 -0.0728 0.0032 0.3720 0.2135 1.0000 
^In this table variable (1) represents Word Meaning, (2) represents 
Paragraph Meaning, (3) represents Spelling, (4) represents Word Study 
Skills, (5) represents Language, (6) represents Arithmetic Computation, 
(7) represents Arithmetic Concepts and (8) represents Science and Social 
Science Concepts. 
Table 14. Correlation matrix on ten gain scores of the Stanford Achievement Test, Intermediate I 
Battery, for experimental group #4 (N = 23) 
Var.* 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
1 1.0000 
2 0.5230 1.0000 
3 -0.1184 0.0489 1.0000 
4 0.0489 -0.2689 0.5687 1.0000 
5 0.0418 0.3551 0.1196 0.0511 1. 0000 
6 0.2190 0.5249 0.0451 0.1392 0. 2816 1.0000 
7 -0.1187 -0.1236 -0.2327 -0.1927 -0. 1421 0.2620 1.0000 
8 0.0144 0.1911 -0.1049 -0.1050 0. 1120 0.3823 -0.0851 1. 0000 
9 0.2855 0.4805 0.3194 0.1696 0. 5713 0.3301 0.0754 -0. 1168 1. 0000 
10 0.1457 0.0131 0.4937 0.3426 0. 1608 0.2240 0.1518 0. 0833 0. 4545 
10 
1.0000 
a., 
In this table variable (1) represents Word Meaning, (2) represents Paragraph Meaning, 
(3) represents Spelling, (4) represents Word Study Skills, (5) represents Language, (6) 
represents Arithmetic Computation, (7) represents Arithmetic Concepts, (8) represents Arithmetic 
Applications, (9) represents Social Studies and (10) represents Science. 
Table 15. Correlation matrix on ten subtest gain scores of the Stanford Achievement Test, 
Intermediate I Battery, for control group #4 (N = 23) 
Var.® 1234567 89 10 
1 1.0000 
2 0.3205 1.0000 
3 0.4290 0.5260 1.0000 
4 
5 
0.2948 
0.3126 
0.2567 
0.7041 
0.5628 
0.1788 
1.0000 
0.0677 1.0000 
6 0.1237 0.3993 0.4279 0.0724 0.3490 1. 0000 
7 -0.0309 0.1955 0.2387 0.3901 -0.0079 -0. 1063 1. 0000 
8 -0.0356 0.2238 -0.0101 0.0646 0.2156 0. 0388 0. 0415 1.0000 
9 0.1775 0.3051 0.4440 0.6150 0.2624 0. 4504 0. 3288 0.0917 
10 0.2610 0.2985 0.2606 0.2754 0.4765 0. 0582 0. 1587 0.5286 
1.0000 
0.1646 1.0000 
^In this table variable (1) represents Word Meaning, (2) represents Paragraph Meaning, (3) 
represents Spelling, (4) represents Word Study Skills, (5) represents Language, (6) represents 
Arithmetic Computation, (7) represents Arithmetic Concepts, (8) represents Arithmetic Applications, 
(9) represents Social Studies, and (10) represents Science. 
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significantly higher Paragraph Meaning grade scores than the pupils from 
the experimental group. However, this was the only single exception in 
the primary I battery. No significant differences were found between the 
means of the two groups on Word Reading, Spelling, Word Study Skills, 
Vocabulary and Arithmetic. It should be pointed out that on the Word 
Study Skills subtest, the computed t-value of 1.768 was approaching the 
tabular t-value of 2.036. 
Table 17 contained the comparisons of the means on the subtest gain 
scores of the primary II battery of the Stanford Achievement Test. The 
identical t-test was used here. Evidence strongly indicated that there 
were no significant differences between the means of the experimental 
group and control group on Word Meaning, Paragraph Meaning, Spelling, Word 
Study Skills, Arithmetic Concepts, and Science and Social Science Concepts. 
However, there were two exceptions in this table. On the Language sub­
test, the computed t-value of -3.016 was highly significant beyond the 
.01 level of confidence as compared with the approximate tabular t-value 
of 2.027. Evidence indicated that the pupils in the control group made 
significantly higher grade scores then the pupils in the experimental 
group on the Language subtest. On the other hand, the computed t-value 
of 4.600 revealed a highly significant difference between the means beyond 
the .001 level of confidence with 37 degrees of freedom. There was 
sufficient evidence to reject the null hypothesis that there was no 
significant difference between the two means on the Arithmetic Computation 
subtest. The pupils of the experimental group made significantly higher 
grade scores than the pupils from the control group on the Arithmetic 
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Table 16. Comparisons of the means on the subtest gain scores of the 
Stanford Achievement Test, Primary I Battery, April-May 
1969 (Group 1 = experimental unit and group 2 = control unit) 
Group N Subtest Mean s. e. 
Null 
Tabular Computed Hypothesis 
05 Rejected 
1 
2 
1 
2 
1 
2 
19 Word 
16 Reading 
19 Paragraph 
16 Meaning 
19 
16 Spelling 
7.47368 
8.62500 
7.00000 
11.06250 
9.57895 
8.37500 
1.36018 
1.41972 2.036 
1.47889 
1.23311 2.036 
1.13605 2.036 
0.586 
-0.854 
No 
2.110* Yes 
No 
1 
2 
19 Word 
16 Study 
Skills 
8.31579 
14.31250 
2.12208 
2.64530 2.036 1.768 No 
1 19 „ , . 13.78947 
2 16 Vocabulary 15^18750 
2.07121 
2.29168 2.036 0.453 No 
1 
2 
19 
16 Arithmetic 
7.63158 
8.06250 
1.20721 
1.71383 2.036 0.206 No 
^In this table an asterisk (*) represents a significant t-value 
at the five percent level of confidence. 
^In this table "s.e." represents standard error of the mean. 
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Table 17. Comparisons of the means on the subtest gain scores of the 
Stanford Achievement Test, Primary II Battery, April-May 
1969 (Group 1 = experimental unit and group 2 = control 
unit) 
Null 
^ Tabular Computed Hypothesis 
Group N Subtest Mean s.e. t^^ t Rejected 
1 
2 
1 
2 
1 
2 
1 
2 
1 
2 
1 
2 
1 
2 
1 
2 
21 Word 
18 Meaning 
21 Paragraph 
18 Meaning 
21 
18 Spelling 
14.19048 
14.50000 
12.14286 
16.66666 
8.71428 
7.72222 
21 Word Study 13.90476 
18 Skills 10.05556 
21 Language 
18 
11.14286 
17.77777 
21 Arithmetic 13.00000 
18 Computation 5.83333 
21 Arithmetic 
18 Concepts 
21 Science and 
18 Soc. Sc. 
10.71428 
9.83333 
5.85714 
6.94444 
2.01378 
2.14544 
2 027 2.47339 
1.02850 
1.76161 
1.99153 
2.30582 
1.40963 
1.68918 
2.027 -0.105 No 
-1.583 No 
2.027 0.486 No 
1.263 No 
2.027 -3.016*** Yes 
1-3*277 2 0,7 
0.75515 2.027 
1,16116 
1.40086 
1.46268 „ _ 
2.88275 2.027 
4.600** Yes 
2.027 0.484 No 
-0.336 No 
^In this table a double asterisk (**) represents a significant 
t-value at the one percent level of confidence. 
^In this table "s.e." represents standard error of the mean. 
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Computation subtest. 
Table 18 contained the comparisons of the means on the subtest gain 
scores of the intermediate I battery of the Stanford Achievement Test. 
Although the computed t-values of 1.852 on Paragraph Meaning, 1.786 on 
Language, and -1.920 on the Arithmetic Computation approached the tabular 
t-value of 2.074 at the .05 level of confidence with 22 degrees of freedom, 
evidence was insufficient to reject the null hypotheses in this battery. 
There was no significant difference found between the means of the two 
groups on any of the subtest. 
Ques tionnaire 
A questionnaire survey was conducted to ascertain the reactions of 
parents on the nongraded school. A total of 62 copies of the question­
naires were mailed to the parents whose children were enrolled in the 
nongraded primary units. There were 54 replies, an 87 percent response 
by the parents. 
Due to the small number involved in this survey, some tabulations 
were made by the investigator. Based on the responses made by the parents 
on occupation of father and mother, there were 35 males belonging to 
the professional level, of these six were graduate students. The majority 
of the fathers were professors. The three farmers, two skilled workers, 
and one salesman were grouped under others- Among the mothers, the 
majority of them were homemakers, with five professionals which included 
two professors and three school teachers. Table 19 contained the 
occupational levels of the parents. 
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Table 18. Comparisons of the means on the subtest gain scores of the 
Stanford Achievement Test - Intermediate I Battery - April-
May 1969 (Group 1 = experimental unit and group 2 = control 
unit) 
Null 
g Tabular Computed Hypothesis 
Group N Subtest Mean s.e. t Rejected 
1 
2 
23 
23 
Word 
Meaning 
12.43478 
16.43477 
2.00377 
2,28228 2. 074 -1. 317 No 
1 
2 
23 
23 
Paragraph 
Meaning 
21.13043 
14.04348 
2,96974 
2.41412 2. 074 1. 852 No 
1 
2 
23 
23 Spelling 
9.13043 
9.08696 
1,28583 
2.20842 2. 074 0. 017 No 
1 
2 
23 
23 
Word Study 
Skills 
11.43478 
9.26087 
2.39385 
1,69889 2. 074 0. 741 No 
1 
2 
23 
23 Language 
16.86955 
10.60870 
2.65269 
2.29084 2. 074 1. 786 No 
1 
2 
23 
23 
Arithmetic 
Computation 
8.65217 
12.34783 
1.19552 
1.50835 2. 074 -1. 920 No 
1 
2 
23 
23 
Arithmetic 
Concepts 
13.82609 
11.13043 
1.42348 
2.28182 2. ,074 1. 002 No. 
1 
2 
23 
23 
Arithmetic 9.26087 
Applications 9.65217 
2.56012 
1.98373 
2. 074 -0. 121 No 
1 
2 
23 
23 
Social 
Studies 
12.17391 
9.43478 
1.72479 
2.03800 2, .074 1. 026 No 
1 
2 
23 
23 Science 
18.73912 
11.60870 
3.09099 
4.03479 
2, 074 1, .403 No 
^In this table "s.e." represents tandard error of the mean. 
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Table 19. Parental occupational levels of pupils in the three nongraded 
primary units 
Professional Managerial Others Homemakers 
Father 35 12 6 0 
Mother 5 0 2 37 
Table 20 contained the educational levels of both parents, all of 
the parents who responded to the questionnaires received high school or 
college education. 
Table 20. Educational attainment of parents of pupils in the three 
nongraded primary units 
H.S. College Advanced Degree(s) 
Father 6 17 31 
Mother 9 31 9 
Tabic 21 contained the age distributions of the parents who responded 
to the questionnaires. The majority of the parents were in the 30-44 
bracket, with a few at the two extreme ends. 
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Table 21. Age distribution of parents of the pupils in the three 
nongraded primary units 
25-29 30-34 35-39 40-44 45-49 50 and above 
Father 0 13 16 14 8 2 
Mother 1 16 15 10 4 1 
According to the replies, there were 29 families in which both parents 
completed the questionnaires, 20 questionnaires were completed by mothers 
alone, and five by fathers alone. There were fifteen mothers who were 
actively involved with the nongraded program by serving as teacher's 
aides during the entire school year. 
On the fifteen variable questionnaire (Appendix B), responses made 
by the parents on each variable were tabulated in Table 22» The percentages 
were also included in the table. Evidence strongly suggested that it was 
not necessary to compute the Chi-square test to ascertain the differences 
between the observed value and the expected value. The data in Table 22 
showed that the great majority of the parents approved of the nongraded 
organization. Most of the parents felt that they have a good understanding 
of the Harlan nongraded program, and were satisfied with the program in 
general. They were satisfied with the provisions in the continuous 
progress program and the elimination of retentions and double promotions. 
On question number 4, "In our opinion we feel the program does 
provide for the reduction of school tensions among the pupils by the 
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Table 22. Parent's responses to the questionnaires on nongraded 
elementary school (N = 54) 
Var. 
SD 
No No 
D 
% No 
N 
7o 
A 
No % 
SA® 
No 7c 
1 1 1.85 2 3.70 4 7.41 36 66.67 11 20.37 
2 0 0 2 3.70 7 12.96 30 55.56 15 27.78 
3 0 0 2 3.70 4 7.41 31 57.41 17 31.48 
4 2 3.70 5 9.26 11 20.37 19 35.19 17 31.48 
5 0 0 1 1.85 4 7.41 26 48.15 23 42.59 
6 7 12.96 9 16.67 7 12.96 17 31.48 14 25.93 
7 15 27.78 21 38.89 15 27.78 2 3.70 1 1.85 
8 0 0 2 3.70 20 37.04 18 33.33 14 25.93 
9 0 0 5 9.26 10 18.52 17 31.48 22 40.74 
10 2 3.70 3 5.56 5 9.26 32 59.26 12 22.22 
11 1 1.85 1 1.85 7 12.96 25 46.30 20 37.04 
12 1 1.85 1 1.85 4 7.42 24 44.44 24 44.44 
13 1 1.85 0 0 11 20.37 25 46.30 17 31.48 
14 4 7.41 5 9.26 8 14.81 22 40.74 15 27.78 
15 
a 1 1.85 5 9.26 6 11.11 29 53.70 13 24.08 
b 1 1.85 0 0 11 20.37 37 68.52 5 9.26 
c 0 0 6 11.11 32 59.26 15 27.78 1 1.85 
d 3 5.56 2 3.70 12 22.22 20 37.04 17 31.48 
^In this table SD indicates strongly disagree, D indicates 
disagree, N indicates neutral, A indicates agree and SA indicates 
strongly agree. 
elimination of grades and report cards." There was 66.67 percent agreeing 
with this statement, 20.37 percent remained neutral, 9.26 percent disagreed, 
and 3.7 percent strongly disagreed. This could be attributed to the fact 
that most people were used to the general practice of grades and report 
cards in schools. Some people regarded report cards as motivating force 
which enhances learning. In any case, the elimination of grades and report 
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cards left some parents feeling uncertain about their children's academic 
status. Approximately 90 percent of the parents felt that the program 
provided for individual progress. Over half of the parents felt that 
their children were challenged to work up to their capacity, about 30 
percent disagreed, and about 12 percent remained neutral. When asked 
whether they felt that their children would have made more progress had 
they remained in a graded system, 67 percent disagreed, about 28 percent 
remained neutral, and approximately 6 percent agreed. Approximately 60 
percent of the parents felt that the nongraded program was beneficial 
in terms of achievement and retention power, 37 percent were neutral. 
Over 70 percent of the parents would rather choose the nongraded system, 
if given an opportunity to make a choice. Over 80 percent of the parents 
agreed that their children volunteered information about school experience, 
about 83 percent said that the information offered by their children were 
favorable toward school. Approximately 88 percent of the parents agreed 
that their children were happy in the nongraded school, and 77 percent 
agreed that the school was providing sufficiently rich and varied 
experiences to motivate their children to leam. When asked whether they 
felt that their children were getting more individual attention, 69 percent 
agreed, about 15 percent were neutral, and about 16 percent disagreed. 
On the item about how they felt regarding to their children's school 
experiences have had some positive effects on initiative, 78 percent 
agreed, 11 percent were neutral, and the rest of them disagreed. 
Approximately 77 percent agreed that school experiences had some positive 
effects on social relations for their children, and 20 percent remained 
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neutral. On the topic of cooperation in home, only 30 percent of the 
parents agreed, 59 percent of them remained neutral on this, and 11 
percent disagreed. On the last item, approximately 69 percent of the 
parents felt that their children's school experiences had some positive 
effects on interest in reading, about 22 percent were neutral, and about 
9 percent disagreed. 
In addition to the fifteen questions, the parents were also asked 
to comment on the nongraded program, their remarks will be discussed in 
the following chapter. 
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DISCUSSION 
Pupil Achievement 
On the basis of the evidence reported in the preceding chapter, only 
three statistically significant differences were found among the 24 
comparisons of means on each of the subtest gain scores as measured by 
the Stanford Achievement Test. These differences were not consistently 
in favor of any one group. 
In the first chapter of this paper, the investigator mentioned that 
the nationally standardized test was not ideally suited to measure the 
achievement of pupils in nongraded schools. The achievement tests are 
based on grade norms, while the pupils in the nongraded schools progress 
at their own rate of speed. The superior students were allowed to receive 
instruction under another teacher in another classroom, the slow learners 
were not pressured into meeting the grade norms. The achievement test 
does not discriminate very well at the top. For example, pupils who 
scored grade scores of 95+ both in the pretest and posttest actually have 
different raw scores, but the difference of the grade scores is zero. 
Also the superior students tended to answer all items in the tests 
correctly in the posttest, which meant that these pupils hit the ceiling. 
In this case, the test did not really measure the actual achievement of 
some pupils. These weaknesses of the measurement instrument certainly 
effected the findings. 
The two significant differences in Paragraph Meaning and Language 
favoring the control group and the one significant difference in 
Arithmetic Computation favoring the experimental group warrant some 
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attention. The nongraded school emphasized individualized instruction on 
reading and arithmetic. The traditional graded school generally practiced 
some form of grouping in the reading area. In the areas of word study-
skills, social studies and science, pupils in both schools received group 
instruction. 
Two reasons could be attributed to the fact that the pupils in the 
graded school had an edge over the pupils in the experimental nongraded 
school. The first reason, as suggested by a faculty member following a 
seminar presented by the investigator, could be due to the fact that 
ability in reading comprehension requires group discussion. The stimula­
tion and challenges offered in group learning may be lacking in the 
individualized instruction. It would not be possible for the teachers to 
teach depth as well as breadth in reading when each pupil advances at his 
own rate of speed. This was considered a rather disturbing factor in the 
area of individualized reading. A second reason could be due to the 
fact that the nongraded school concentrated on individualized instruction 
on both reading and mathematics, it might be speculated that too much time 
was spent on mathematics to the neglect of reading. The significant 
difference found in Arithmetic Computation favoring the experimental group 
seemed to support this point. 
Which is more effective in terms of pupil attainment, the graded or 
the nongraded? There is no fast and easy answer to this question. One 
certainly would not categorically claim the superiority of either basing 
on the three significant differences found, nor would he make 
generalizations about the influences of nongradedness on pupil achievement. 
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It is rather difficult to measure achievement in education, one simply 
does not seek overt and immediate results in educational institutions. 
It should be noted that the number of samples included in this study 
was rather small, and the nongraded plan had been in effect for only one 
year. Before one can determine the efficacy of nongrading, fhe areas of 
curricular and instructional practices should be thoroughly explored. 
As mentioned in the introduction chapter of this paper, the instru­
ment used to measure pupil achievement was based on grade norms. And the 
fact that pupils in the nongraded schools performed equally well as those 
in the graded school was in itself rather significant. For in the non-
graded system each pupil was allowed to leam at his own pace, without 
meeting the group norms imposed by grade standards. 
In evaluating educational outcomes, achievement alone should not be 
valued more than the overall development of the child. How does non-
grading affect pupil adjustment is another area which needs further 
investigation. 
Conversely, evidence supplied by research studies which showed no 
differences in pupil achievement would remind those who advocated the 
nongraded plan to re-examine their programs. In the nongraded school, 
mothers were asked to serve as teacher's aides and the teachers spent 
much time in facilitating the individualized instruction program in 
reading and arithmetic. The school administrators devoted extra effort 
in managing the organizational structure. A realistic assessment of time 
and effort spent should be made. Perhaps a workable model with clearly 
defined objectives in terms of behavioral change is necessary to 
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bring about real reforms. 
Parent Reaction to Nongradedness 
The school administrators know that their programs will not succeed 
without the endorsement of the parents. The investigator included a 
variety of questions designed to survey the reactions of parents toward 
the nongraded plan. Generally speaking, parents approved the continuous 
progress program, data in Table 22 strongly supported this. The general 
concensus seemed to be that the school was finally doing something for the 
individual pupils. 
The fsrents rospofiaing to the survey represented a unique group of 
people, with most of the fathers being professionals, and the majority of 
mothers attained college education. The climate was conducive to 
educational innovations. However, although generally approving of the 
program, some made comments which require some attention here. The 
comments can be summarized as follows; 
1, Some questioned one of the basic assumptions of the nongraded 
plan, they raised the question that some children need to be 
reminded and are not equipped to be left to progress at their 
own rate of speed in school learning. 
2. A number of parents voiced the opinion that penmanship and 
neatness should be stressed more. And many regarded the 
teacher as the most important factor in school, the 
organizational structure is of secondary importance. 
67 
3. Though impressed by the claims and assumptions of nongrading, 
parents tend to demand better performance in reading and 
arithmetic. 
4. The program may work well with some children, but not so well 
with others. Many felt that this program proved beneficial 
with the six-year olds, perhaps not the ten-year olds. They 
felt that the older children needed more competition, and more 
"deadlines" to meet. 
5. Is the nongraded system worth the time and effort? Some 
felt their children could have made the same amount progress, 
had they remained in the graded school. 
6. Those mothers who served as teacher's aides seemed to be 
very much impressed by the program. 
7. Individualized instruction created more work for the teachers, 
thus reduced teaching time. The first ten weeks passed before 
parents had any knowledge of their children's progress, and the 
last five weeks of school spent in "catch-up" for the below 
average pupils. The system rewarded the slow learners with 
more teacher time and reduced assignments. 
8. Grades are needed to motivate the older children, who are 
products of the graded system. 
Some of the points mentioned above suggested that parents should not 
be called upon to appraise what are considered to be professional decisions. 
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Recommendations for Further Study 
Continued investigation into the efficacy of nongrading is necessary. 
Further studies should be conducted in the areas of curriculum revisions, 
instructional procedures as well as organizational structure. The 
individual researcher is usually limited by financial resources, large 
scale investigation carried over a long period of time can only be 
achieved through the close collaboration between the local school district 
and the university research teams. 
Similar studies can be conducted over larger geographical area, and 
various school sizes. Also a comparative study of the nongraded schools 
in the country can contribute to the eventual model that should be 
adopted in order to test the basic assumptions and claims made by the 
advocates of nongraded schools. 
It would be valuable to find out how the nongraded system affects 
the superior, average and slow pupils, and how this plan affects the 
elementary school child, the junior high school pupil and the high school 
pupil. 
A follow-up study can evaluate how well the children from a nongraded 
elementary school perform in comparing with those from a graded school 
in later school years, both in terms of achievement and adjustment. 
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SUMMARY 
Four of the most modern grouping patterns to emerge from this decade 
were team teaching, flexible scheduling or modular scheduling, the middle 
school concept, and nongrading. This study concentrated on the pupil 
achievement aspect of nongraded elementary school. 
There are two forms of nongrading practiced by the elementary schools 
today. A predominantly large number of schools practice the levels 
program, in which pupils aie grouped according to some achievement criteria. 
Reading levels are used for determining pupil assignments and progress. A 
second form of nongrading is the multi-age grouping. In this program, 
classes are organized on the basis of planned heterogeneity. 
Purpose of the Study 
School administrators are concerned about the success of educational 
innovations. They generally want to know about the effectiveness of the 
programs before they make major changes in their schools. In the studies 
reviewed, about half of them devoted on the effect of children's reading 
in the nongraded schools, and a quarter of the studies concentrated on 
arithmetic. This study was an attempt to provide evidence as to the 
effectiveness of nongrading in the elementary curriculum. 
Method of Procedure 
The sample used in this study comprised of 124 elementary school 
pupils. Two groups were included in the sample, an experimental group of 
67 pupils who were under a continuous progress program in a nongraded 
elementary school aid a control group of 57 pupils who were enrolled in a 
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traditional graded school. 
The pretest was administered in September 1968 and the posttest was 
given in April-May 1969 to all pupils included in the sample. 
A questionnaire survey was conducted in May 1969 to ascertain the 
reactions of parents on the nongraded program and their attitudes toward 
their children's progress after a year under the continuous progress 
plan. Only parents of the pupils who attended the nongraded school 
received the questionnaires. 
Instrumentation 
A nationally standardized test, the Stanford Achievement Test was used 
in the pretest and posttest situations. Three test batteries were 
administered, namely, the primary I battery, primary II battery, and the 
intermediate I battery. The primary I battery consists of six testu: 
Word Reading, Paragraph Meaning, Vocabulary, Spelling, Word Study Skills, 
and Arithmetic. The primary II battery included eight tests; Word 
Meaning, Paragraph Meaning, Science and Social Studies Concepts, Spelling, 
Word Study Skills, Language, Arithmetic Computation, and Arithmetic 
Concepts. The intermediate I battery contained ten tests: Word Meaning, 
Paragraph Meaning, Spelling, Word Study Skills, Language, Arithmetic 
Computation, Arithmetic Concepts, Arithmetic Applications, Social Studies 
and Science. 
A questionnaire on nongraded elementary school included fifteen 
questions which were rated on a five-point scale ranging from strongly 
disagree to strongly agree. Also included in the questionnaire were 
questions concerning parental occupations, age intervals, and 
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educational levels. 
Analysis of Data 
The control group was matched with the experimental group on each of 
the 24 subtests of the Stanford Achievement Test. The pretest results 
were used as a basis for the matching. A t-test was made on the means of 
the pretest scores of the experimental group and control group on each 
subtest of the three test batteries. No significant differences were 
found in the statistical analysis of the pretest data, and it was decided 
the t-test should be used to test the differences in means on the gain 
scores. The gain scores were obtained by subtracting the posttest scores 
from the pretest scores. Due to unequal sample size of the two groups, the 
two sample t-test was used to compute the test scores of the primary I 
and primary II batteries, however, the paired t-test was used in computing 
the intermediate I test results. Matrices were made on both the pretest 
and gain scores on all the subtests for both experimental and control 
groups. 
Frequency counts and percentages were calculated on each of the 
fifteen variables included in the questionnaires completed by the parents. 
A tabulation of the age interval, occupation and educational level on the 
parents were also made to analyze the nature of the population. 
Findings 
The matrices indicated that the subtests were measuring different 
characteristics, in other words, they were not highly correlated with each 
other. Thus, it would be meaningless to use the median grade score for 
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individual students or a class. Analysis should be made on each subtest 
in the comparisons of means for the two groups. However, in the primary 
I battery, evidence seemed to indicate that the language tests were 
correlated, and reading ability of the pupil influenced the scores in 
other areas included in the battery. 
On the pretest scores, no significant differences were found between 
the means of the experimental group and control group on each subtest 
under analysis. On the gain subtest scores, three significant differences 
were found between the means on the two groups. On the comparisons of the 
means on the Paragraph Meaning subtest in the primary I battery, a computed 
t-value of 2.110 was found to be significant at the five percent level of 
confidence. This t-value was compared with a tabular t-value of 2.036 with 
33 degrees of freedom. Evidence indicated that the pupils in the control 
group made significantly higher Paragraph Meaning grade scores than the 
pupils from the experimental group. 
On the Language test in the primary II battery of the Stanford 
Achievement Test, a computed t-value of -3.016 was found to be highly 
significant beyond the .01 level of confidence as compared with the 
approximate tabular t-value of 2.027 with 37 degrees of freedom. 
Evidence strongly suggested that the pupils in the control group made 
significantly higher grade scores than the pupils in the experimental 
group on the Language subtest. 
On the Arithmetic Computation subtest of the same test battery for 
the third grade in the traditional school and the primary 4 class in the 
exerpimental nongraded school, a t-value of 4.600 revealed a highly 
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significant difference between the means beyond the .001 level of 
confidence. Evidence indicated that the pupils of the experimental 
group made significantly higher grade scores than the pupils from the 
control group on the Arithmetic Computation subtest. 
Analyses of the remaining 21 subtests revealed no significant 
differences between the means for the experimental group and control 
group. 
The questionnaire survey revealed that the parents of the pupils 
enrolled in the nongraded school came largely from the professional and 
managerial occupational levels. The majority of the mothers were home-
makers, with a few engaged in full time employment. Most of the parents 
received college or advanced training, and none of them had less than a 
high school education. The majority of the parents were in the 30-44 
age group. 
Responses by the parents on the fifteen questions were tabulated 
and percentages were computed. Evidence strongly indicated that the 
majority of the parents approved of the nongraded school and the basic 
philosophy behind it. Some remained neutral on certain issues, and only 
a very small number were actually opposed to nongrading. The general 
climate was receptive to innovation. 
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June 2, 1969 
Dear Parents : 
We are trying to evaluate our continuous progress program at Harlan 
Elementary School in an effort to improve our nongraded organization. 
In order for us to find out how you feel about the program and your 
child's progress, you are asked to give your frank and honest opinions 
when filling out the questionnaires. 
We want to assure you that all answers will be kept confidential. 
No names will be used in the findings, no reference to your name will 
ever be made. 
If you have two children enrolled in different classes, please fill 
out both questionnaires separately. 
Mrs. Maureen Sie, a graduate student in the College of Education at 
Iowa State University, is conducting a study on our nongraded primary 
unit for her thesis entitled "Pupil Achievement in an Experimental Non-
graded Elementary School". Please find enclosed questionnaires and a 
stamped envelope addressed to her, your prompt answer will be deeply 
appreciated. 
Sincerely yours, 
Marvin O'Hare 
Principal 
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APPENDIX B: QUESTIONNAIRE 
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Ouestionnaire on Noneraded School 
Please fill in the information requested on the following two pages. 
Father Mother Both 
Person completing the questionnaire 
Occupation 
Age interval 
a. 25-29 a. 
b. 30-34 b. 
c. 35-39 c. 
d. 40-44 d. 
e. 45-49 e. 
f. 50 and above f. 
Educational level 
a. Grade School a. 
b. High School b. 
c. College c. 
d. Advanced degree(s) d. 
The following is a 5-point scale, please indicate your answer by placing 
a number in the appropriate space. 
/strongly disagree / disagree / neutral / agree / strongly agree/ 
1 2 3 4 5 
SD D N A ^  
1 2 3 4 5 
1. We feel that we have a good understanding of the Harlan 
nongraded program. 
2. We are satisfied with the program in general. 
3. We are satisfied with the provisions in the continuous 
progress program and elimination of retentions and 
double promotions. 
4. In our opinion we feel the program does provide for the 
reduction of school tensions among the pupils by the 
elimination of grades and report cards. 
5. We feel the program provides for individual progress. 
6. We feel that our child is challenged to work up to his 
(her) capacity. 
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SD D N A SA 
7. We feel that our child would have made more progress had 
he (she) remained in a graded system. 
8. We feel that the nongraded program which allows each child 
to progress at his own rate of speed helps him to achieve 
better and retain the instruction longer. 
9. If we were given an opportunity to choose, we would choose 
a nongraded school for our child. 
10. Our child volunteers information about his (her) school 
experience. 
11. When he (she) does volunteer information, his (her) 
comments are favorable toward school. 
12. Our child is happy in the non-graded school. 
13. We feel that the school is providing sufficiently rich and 
varied experiences to motivate our child to leam. 
14. We feel that our child is getting more individual attention. 
15. We feel that our child's school experiences have had some 
positive effects on 
a. Initiptive 
b. Social relations 
c. Cooperation in home 
d. Interest in reading 
Please comment below: 
In general what is your attitude toward the non-graded classes? If 
you wish to make any remarks or suggestions about the continuous progress 
program, please feel free to do so. 
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June 10, 1969 
Dear Parents: 
I sent you a questionnaire about one week ago, you were asked 
to answer it to the best of your knowledge and return to me at your 
earliest convenience. Since I have not heard from you, I would like 
to remind you that your answers are extremely important. Would you 
spend a few minutes of your time to fill out the questionnaire and 
drop it in the mailbox today? 
Thank you very much for your cooperation. 
Sincerely yours, 
Marvin O'Hare 
Principal 
